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Middle  East.  Tension  in  the  Middle  East  continues  to  moimt,  with  the  everpresent  possibility  that 
border  incidents  may  explode  overnight  into  a  major  war.  The  receipt  by  Egypt  of  Czechoslovakian 
arms  touched  off  demands  in  the  United  States  for  arms  to  Israel.  And  a  shipment  of  18  tanks  to 
Saudi  Arabia  caused  a  furor  which  may  set  the  stage  for  a  full  dress  Congressional  review  of  the 
dangerous  Middle  East  situation.  The  issue  may  thus  be  raised  in  Congress  whether  the  United  States 
should  withhold  arms  from  both  sides,  greatly  expand  its  conciliatory  efforts  and  constructive  programs 
in  the  area,  press  through  the  UN  General  Assembly  for  a  settlement  between  Israel  and  the  Arab 
countries,  and  bring  the  moral  pressure  of  the  world  to  bear  on  all  countries  sending  arms  into 
this  inflammatory  area. 

Lobby  Investigation.  The  prestige  of  the  Congress  and  particularly  the  Senate  received  a  serious  blow 
as  a  result  of  the  disclosure  by  Senator  Case  of  South  Dakota  of  attempts  to  bribe  him,  and  the  hasty 
action  taken  by  the  Senate  to  pass  the  gas  bill  before  the  question  had  been  explored.  The  efforts 
of  special  interest  groups  were  “so  arrogant  and  so  much  in  defiance  of  acceptable  standards  of 
propriety”  that  the  President  vetoed  the  bill  though  he  said  he  was  in  accord  with  its  basic  objectives. 
A  full  dress  investigation  is  now  imderway  by  a  special  eight-man  bipartisan  Senate  Committee.  It 
is  to  be  hoped  there  will  be  a  serious  reconsideration  of  the  whole  electorial  process  which  practically 
requires  members  of  Congress  to  accept  large  sums  of  money  from  individuals  and  organizations  in 
order  to  pay  the  expenses  of  being  elected. 

On  the  Legislative  Front.  The  farm  bill  went  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  for  debate,  the  Congress 
received  the  President’s  Immigration  Message  recommending  many  changes  in  the  McCarran- Walter 
Act,  and  the  federal  aid  for  school  construction  bill  remained  stalled  in  the  House  Rules  Committee 
while  the  segregation  question  becomes  more  and  more  important  in  determining  whether  any  bill 
will  pass.  Congressional  committee  hearings  are  in  full  swing  and  some  important  reports  and 
studies  have  been  issued. 

Some  of  these  questions  are  discussed  in  detail  in  this  Newsletter.  See  Action  for  suggestions 
on  issues  where  citizen  action  can  be  effective  in  shaping  policy  here  in  Washington. 


FEDERAL  AID  TO  EDUCATION 

While  there  is  general  agreement  as  to  the  desperate 
lack  of  schoolrooms,  federal  aid  for  their  construction 
may  be  defeated  by  the  disagreements  over  its  alloca¬ 
tion  to  non-integrated  school  districts. 

Current  Session — ^A  much  revised  Administration  pro¬ 
posal  for  feder£il  aid  to  education  was  presented  by 
the  President  in  a  special  message  to  Congress  on  Janu¬ 
ary  12.  A  bill  (S.  2905)  incorporating  the  President’s 
suggestions  was  introduced  by  Senator  H.  Alexand^ 
Smith  of  New  Jersey,  but  hearings  probaUy  will  not  be 
held  imtil  the  House  disposes  of  the  measure  before  it. 

In  the  House,  consideration  of  H.R.  7535  by  tiie  Rules 
Committee  started  on  January  24.  (It  had  been  intro¬ 
duced  for  the  Democrats  last  sesaon  by  Representative 
Augustine  Kelley  of  Pennsylvania,  and  reported  out 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  on 


July  28.)  According  to  predictions  then,  the  bill  would 
be  sent  to  the  House  floor  within  a  few  days.  But  the 
threat  of  a  successful  floor-addition  of  the  segregation 
amendment  introduced  by  Representative  Adam  Powell 
of  New  York  is  keeping  H.R.  7535  “bottled”  in  the 
Rules  Committee.  Also,  still  available  for  consideration 
is  H.R.  6803,  introduced  last  session  by  Representative 
Stewart  Udall  of  Arizona. 

Issuea 

1.  Some  differences  between  two  current  bills: 

a.  Size  emd  duration  of  grants: 

H.R.  7535— $1,600,006,000  over  4  years 
S.  2905 — $1,250,000,000  over  5  years 

b.  Method  of  allocation: 

HR.  7535— Based  on  the  schooLage  population  of 
each  state  and  its  ratio  to  total  U.S. 
population 
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S.  2905  —  Based  on  the  ratio  of  state  income  per 
school-age  child  to  that  of  the  nation 
as  a  whole 

c.  Federal  vs.  state  leaderdiip  and  control — ^Both 
bills  contain  a  section  titled  **  Assurance  against 
federal  interference  in  schools.”  In  addition,  the 
Administration  bill  (S.  2905)  encourages  state 
action  through  penalizing,  by  reduced  grants, 
states  that  have  held  back  in  education  expendi¬ 
tures,  as  judged  by  the  national  average. 

2.  The  segregation  question: 

a.  The  Powell  amendment.  Most  succinctly,  Represen¬ 
tative  Powell  proposes  that  federal  money  shall  not  go 
to  pay  for  the  perpetuation  of  segregation  in  states  defy¬ 
ing  the  Supreme  Court  decision.  The  main  portion  of 
the  amendment  he  proposes  to  add  to  H.R.  7535  when 
it  reaches  the  floor  would  guarantee  “that  school  facili¬ 
ties  of  the  State  are  open  to  all  children  without  regard 
to  race,  in  conformity  with  the  reqxiirements  of  the 
United  States  Supreme  Coiu^  decision  ...”  A  special 
provision  would  hold  for  three  years  any  funds  not 
paid  to  a  state  because  of  its  failure  to  comply  with 
the  Supreme  Court  decision.  Should  the  state  reverse 
its  policy,  it  would  receive  the  funds. 

b.  The  Udall  bill  (H.R.  6803).  Representative  Stewart 
Udall  argues  that  in  suddenly  changing  its  “separate 
but  equal”  decision,  the  Supreme  Court  imposed  a  biir- 
den  on  the  local  community  which  the  Government 
should  help  to  bear.  This  same  “federal  impact  theory” 
was  used  to  give  federal  aid  for  schools  in  areas  whose 
defense  activity  infliixes  caused  serious  dislocations. 
Representative  Udall  proposes  that  the  grants,  not  more 
them  $150,000,000  a  year  for  four  years,  be  allocated 
without  the  need  for  matching  by  the  states  (in  contrast 
to  the  “matching”  provisions  of  the  Kelley  and  Adminis¬ 
tration  bills) .  In  his  words,  the  main  difference  between 
his  proposal  and  that  of  Representative  Powell  is  that: 
“Instead  of  engendering  bitterness  by  taxing  Southern 
citizens  to  build  schools  in  other  states,  the  reverse 
principal  would  apply  as  testimony  of  national  concern.” 

Discussion 

There  is  little  doubt  that  Representative  Udall’s  pro¬ 
posal  would  help  the  integrating  school  districts  bear 
the  increased  financial  biurden  involved.  But  the  basic 
controversy  in  Washington  is  whether  the  Executive 
Branch,  the  Congress  or  the  Courts  should  determine 
whether  the  non-integrating  school  districts  can  receive 
federal  aid. 

1.  Executive  Branch.  A  number  of  Congressmen, 
including  Representative  Powell,  have  called  on  Presi¬ 
dent  Elisenhower  and  the  Justice  Department  to  come 
forth  with  a  clear  statement  that  federal  funds  will  be 
administered  in  accordance  with  the  Supreme  Coxirt 
decision.  In  a  February  10  response  to  Representative 
Powell’s  inquiry,  an  assistant  to  the  President  replied: 

“I  have  been  requested  to  advise  that  no  such  state¬ 
ment  as  that  to  which  you  refer  is  presently  scheduled.” 
He  continued:  “Executive  obhgation  under  legislation 
cannot,  of  course,  be  predicted  imtil  its  specific  pro¬ 
visions  become  known  through  its  enactment  by  the 
Congress.” 

2.  Congress.  Because  of  these  replies,  and  because 
there  has  been  no  change  in  the  administration  of  pre¬ 


vious  allocations  of  federal  aid  to  accord  with  the  I  i 
Supreme  Court  decision.  Representative  Powell  and  I  s 
his  supporters  are  convinced  that  the  amendment,  cited  i 
above,  is  necessary.  | 

3.  The  Court.  Those  who  say  that  the  final  decision  ( 

is  still  in  the  province  of  the  court,  attack  the  question  \ 

from  two  angles:  { 

A.  Judicial,  rather  than  legislative  action  woiild  ensure 

the  administration  of  funds  in  accordance  with  the  ] 

Supreme  Court  decision.  A  recommendation  made  by  j 

some  is  that  an  injunction  could  be  obtained  to  stop  i 

the  use  of  federal  fimds  in  segregated  areas.  But  i 

Representative  Powell’s  reply  is  that  “in  1923  the  j 

Supreme  Court  ruled  in  the  case  of  Frothingham  vs.  ] 

Mellon  that  no  taxpayer  could  obtain  an  injunction  ^ 
to  stop  the  use  of  f^eral  fimds.”  s 

B.  Neither  administrative  nor  legislative  action  is  in  , 

order,  since  the  Supreme  Court,  in  its  “implementation” 
decision  of  May  31,  1955,  stated  that  “During  this  period  ^ 
of  transition,  the  courts  will  retain  jurisdiction  of  these  ^ 
cases.”  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  Court  decision  used  ^ 
such  terms  as  “prompt  and  reasonable  start”  and  “with  j 
all  deliberate  speed.”  In  arguing  against  the  punitive  ] 

effect  of  the  Powell  amendment,  a  Washington  Post  , 

editorial  of  February  3  stated  that  “The  Supreme  Court 
has  not  said  that  the  Constitution  requires  immediate 
and  unconditional  school  integration;  it  has  said,  rather, 
that  integration  should  be  accomplished  as  speedily  as 
practicable  in  conformity  with  local  conditions,  and  it 
has  designated  the  Federal  District  Courts,  not  the 
Office  of  Education  or  any  other  executive  agency,  to 
determine  whether  the  pace  of  compliance  is  satisfac¬ 
tory.” 

House  and  Senate  Action 

Those,  including  the  FCNL,  who  favor  a  federal  aid  to 
school  construction  bill  which  will  be  administered  in 
accordance  with  the  Supreme  Court  decision  on  school 
integration  know  there  are  major  hurdles  not  only 
the  House  Rules  Committee,  but  the  House,  the  Senate 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  and  the  Senate. 

Predictions  are  hazardous  at  this  time.  But  this  issue 
must  be  viewed  in  its  larger  context,  in  which  the  school 
construction  bill  may  be  but  the  first  this  session  in¬ 
volving  federal  funds  to  be  confronted  with  a  segrega¬ 
tion  amendment.  The  problem  is  how  to  make  the 
most  progress  toward  realizing  the  ideals  of  democracy 
for  all  American  citizens  without  imperiling  mudi 
needed  legislation  in  such  fields  as  education,  housing 
and  highway  construction.  The  time  has  come  for  a 
new  approach  which  neither  compromises  with  ideals 
nor  tramples  on  feelings  in  this  sensitive  area. 
Congressmen  now  are  seeking  such  an  approach; 
they  would  welcome  suggestions. 

EIGHT-DAY  AGRICULTURAL  SEMINAR 
HELD 

The  goal  of  an  adequate  diet  for  an  undernourished 
world  is  the  criterion  against  which  any  curtailment 
of  agricultural  production  should  he  judged. 

So  concluded  the  79  farm  men  and  women  who  attended  I 
an  eight-day  seminar  under  the  auspices  of  the  Friends  i 
Committee  on  National  Legislation  which  ended  Feb-  I 
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ruary  21.  Drawn  from  seven  denominations  and  19 
states,  they  represented  a  wide  range  of  agricultural 
interests.  They  came  together  in  a  search  for  two 
answers:  (1)  measures  to  release  American  farmers 
from  the  seiioiis  effects  of  the  squeeze  between  rising 
costs  and  falling  prices;  (2)  a  solution  to  the  conscience- 
tortiuing  problem  of  constantly  mounting  surpluses  in 
a  world  where  probably  more  than  a  third  of  the  people 
are  always  hungry. 

It  was  recognized  that  many  of  the  farmers’  troubles 
grow  out  of  the  disrupting  effects  of  two  World  Wars 
and  the  Korean  War,  plus  the  problems  involved  for 
agricultime  in  an  arms-inflated  economy  where  so  many 
prices  are  high  and  relatively  inflexible.  Emphasis  was 
placed  on  trying  to  preserve  the  social  and  religious 
values  of  sound  American  family  farm  life,  and  on 
stewardship  for  the  welfare  of  people  around  Ihe  world. 
Findings  of  the  seminar  stressed  unremitting  efforts  to 
make  it  possible  for  all  American  families  to  have  a 
proper  diet.  They  recommended  a  concerted  drive  to 
expand  distribution  at  home  and  abroad  by  increased 
trade  where  possible  and  beyond  that  in  donations  to 
the  needy.  Only  against  that  criterion  would  cutbacks 
in  acerage  and  production  be  xmdertaken  and  would 
be  viewed  as  a  temporary  expedient  while  siurpluses 
were  being  reduced  to  effective  demand. 

The  farmers  urged  that  government  aid  emphasize  sup¬ 
port  of  income  rather  than  of  market  prices.  They 
recommended  that  measures  to  reduce  production  by 
quantitative  restrictions  on  bushels  or  bales  were  pre¬ 
ferable  to  acreage  allotments.  Aid  programs  should  be 
geared  to  soimd  conservation  practices,  and  pa3nnents 
to  any  producer  be  graduated  downward  as  size  of  farm 
increased. 

In  regard  to  foreign  distribution,  the  seminar  proposed 
continuing  sales  abroad  of  surplus  commodities  in  for¬ 
eign  currencies.  In  converting  these  currencies,  empha¬ 
sis  should  be  on  goods  and  services  suitable  to  ci^dlian 
welfare  rather  than  military  stockpiling.  While  sur¬ 
pluses  are  available,  the  donation  of  commodities  abroad 
through  private  voluntary  agencies  and  UN  agencies 
should  be  increased.  Enlargement  of  the  work  of  the 
UN  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization,  extension  of 
trade  relations  in  non-military  goods  with  all  nations 
including  the  Soviet  bloc,  and  continuation  of  the  re¬ 
ciprocal  trade  program  with  more  emphasis  on  lowering 
tariffs  and  removing  restrictions  and  embargoes,  were 
among  other  recommendations.  Write  FCNL  for  seminar 
findings  and  sununary. 

IMPORTANT  IMMIGRATION  MESSAGE 

On  February  8,  President  Eisenhower  in  a  special  mes¬ 
sage  to  Congress  recommended  important  modifications 
in  the  McCarran-Walter  Act.  Bills  were  introduced  by 
Senator  Arthur  Watkins  of  Utah  in  Ihe  Senate  and 
Rep.  Kenneth  B.  Keating  in  the  House  to  implement 
the  President’s  proposals. 

The  most  significant  proposed  changes  were  those  which 
would  increase  substantially  the  number  of  quota  immi¬ 
grants  permitted  to  come  to  this  country.-  (S.  3170, 
H.R.  9183).  This  would  be  done  in  several  ways — 

I  — ^by  basing  quota  figures  on  the  1950  census  rather 
I  than  the  1920  census — an  increase  of  64,804  to  a 
I  total  of  219,461.  - 


— by  providing  for  the  pooling  of  quotas,  so  that 
persons  in  countries  with  oversubscribed  quotas 
could  avail  themselves  of  imused  quotas  from 
other  coimtries  in  the  same  region. 

— ^by  eliminating  the  mortgaged  quotas  incurred 
under  the  Displaced  Persons  Act. 

Many  changes  removing  unnecessary  restrictions  were 
recommended  including  one  to  waive  the  fingerprinting 
requirement  for  temporary  visitors  on  a  reciproc^  basis. 
(S.  3168,  H.R.  9181).  The  President  also  recommended 
giving  the  Department  of  Justice  discretionary  auth¬ 
ority  to  grant  relief  in  certain  cases  and  thus  help  free 
Congress  of  the  burden  imposed  by  private  immigration 
bills.  (S.  3167,  H.R.  9180).  Last  year  during  the  First 
Session  of  the  84th  Congress, -'413  of  the  880  public 
and  private  bills  enacted  were  private  immigration  bills. 
One  proposal  which  deserves  close  scrutiny  would  re¬ 
strict  the  legal  remedies  available  to  aliens  ordered 
deported.  (S.  3169,  H.R.  9182). 

National  Origins  System  Remains 

While  the  nxunber  of  immigrants  who  could  come  to  this 
coimtry  under  the  proposed  changes  would  be  signifi¬ 
cantly  increased,  this  increase  is  accomplished  within 
the  framework  of  the  national  origins  quota  system,  by 
merely  tinkering  with  the  formulas.  There  is  no  at¬ 
tempt  to  overhaul  the  national  origins  framework  as  a 
whole  and  thus  remove  this  discriminatory  system  from 
our  laws.  Thxis  while  it  is  proposed  to  increase  from 
100  to  200  the  minimvtm  quotas  which  apply  to  many 
coimtries,  there  will  be  no  substantial  change  in  the 
national  origins  pattern  which  presently  allows  only 
3.2%  of  the  quota  immigration  to  come  from  Asia, 
Africa  and  Oceanic  countries  and  the  remaining  96.8% 
from  the  European  area. 

Indeed  in  providing  for  the  pooling  of  quotas  the  dis¬ 
criminatory  featmre  is  retained  by  dividing  the  world 
into  four  regions — ^Europe,  Africa,  Asia  and  the  Pacific 
Ocean  Area — and  requiring  that  a  country’s  imused 
quotas  be  used  only  within  its  region.  Since  most  of 
the  unused  quotas  come  from  the  countries  of  Northwest 
Europe,  European  countries  will  be  the  chief  benefic¬ 
iaries  of  the  change. 

One  small  provision  does  suggest  a  break  in  the  national 
origins  pattern.  In  what  the  President  called  an  “ex¬ 
perimental  plan”  5000  of  the  new  quotas  would  be  set 
aside  and  issued  to  aliens  with  special  experience  or 
skills  urgently  needed  in  the  United  States  and  their 
families  “regardless  of  their  places  of  birth,  nationality 
or  national  origin.”  (S.  3170,  H.R.  9183). 

Congressional  Reaction 

Senator  Herbert  Lehman  of  New  York,  long  a  champion 
of  a  liberalized  immigration  policy  said  he  was  “grati¬ 
fied”  by  the  President’s  recommendations.  “They  were 
better  than  I  had  expected  .  .  .  Speaking  for  myself, 
1  will  go  along  with  the  President  as  far  as  his  recom¬ 
mendations  go  but  at  the  same  time  press  for  further 
advance.” 

Chances  for  Passage 

It  is  generally  acknowledged  that  strong  leadership  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  and  very  vigorous  public 
support  will  be  required  if  substantial  changes 
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are  to  be  made  in  this  controversial  law.  Both  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  and  Senator  Lyndon  Johnson  of  Texas, 
Senate  Democratic  leader,  and  Rep.  John  W.  McCormack 
of  Massachusetts,  House  Democratic  leader,  should  be 
tirged  to  p\ish  for  real  action  and  not  be  allowed  merely 
to  talk  about  desirable  changes. 

Exchange  of  Persons  Program  Again  Before  Congress 

The  Exchange  of  Persons  program  which  usually  finds 
tough  sledding  in  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
may  be  headed  for  trouble  again.  Testimony  on  the 
program  is  now  being  heard  in  closed  sessions  before 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  which  last  year  sliced 
$10  million  from  the  Administration’s  $22  million  re¬ 
quest.  A  Senate-House  Conference  Committee  finally 
compromised  at  $18  million  as  the  level  for  the  current 
year’s  program.  Edward  F.  Snyder,  FCNL  Legislative 
Secretary,  testified  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  21  urging  an  expanded  program  as  one  important 
means  of  helping  to  create  the  conditions  for  peace. 

During  the  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  3680  persons 
were  brought  to  this  country  and  1788  sent  abroad 
under  this  program.  The  Ingest  percentage  of  ex¬ 
changes  took  place  with  the  European  area,  but  75 
countries  were  involved  altogether. 

Although  Vice  President  Richard  M.  Nixon  has  testified 
in  its  behalf  in  the  past,  the  Administration  so  far  this 
year  is  showing  no  marked  leadership  for  an  adequate 
program.  $22  million  was  requested  for  the  program 
last  year,  but  only  $20  million  is  requested  this  year. 
This  cut  was  made  despite  the  recommendation  by  the 
distinguished  citizens  appointed  by  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  to  the  United  States  Advisory  Commission  on 
Educational  Exchange  that  $31  million  be  spent  in  the 
coming  year. 

The  House  Subcommittee  considering  the  Exchange  of 
Persons  program  is  expected  to  report  to  the  full  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  within  a  few  weeks.  Now  is 


the  time  to  write  in  support  of  this  program  to 
the  members  of  the  Subcommittee  (Reps.  John 
J.  Rooney  of  New  York,  chairman.  Prince  H.  Preston 
of  Georgia,  Frederic  R.  Coudert,  Jr.  of  New  York, 
Robert  L.  F.  Sikes  of  Florida,  Cliff  Clevenger  of  Ohio, 
Don  Magniison  of  Washington  and  Frank  T.  Bow  of 
Ohio) ,  also  to  the  members  of  the  full  Appropriations 
Committee  and  your  own  Representative  in  the  House. 

Alcohol  Advertising — ^Whose  “Rights” 

Should  Be  Protected? 

On  February  15  and  16,  the  Hotise  and  Senate  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Interstate  and  F<M:eign  Commerce  held  hear¬ 
ings,  respectively,  on  bills  introduced  by  Representative 
Eugene  Siler  of  Kentucky  (H.R.  4627)  and  Senator 
William  Langer  of  North  Dakota  (S.  923).  Both  bills 
propose  that  interstate  transportation  of  alcohol  advertis¬ 
ing  be  barred. 

In  the  face  of  an  increase  in  alcoholics  from  3.8  to  4.6 
million  over  the  past  5  years,  those  favoring  the  bill 
stated:  “Beamed  constantly  at  youth,  at  mothers,  at 
the  home,  alcohol  ads  infringe  on  the  rights  of  parents 
who  would  like  to  teach  their  children  that  life  can  be 
better  without  alcohol.”  Those  testifying  against  the 
bills  called  them  “rankly  discriminatory”  against  the 
$250,000,000  a  year  liquor  advertising  business,  and  de¬ 
clared  them  to  be  an  infringement  on  their  constitu¬ 
tionally-protected  rights.  That  alcohol  is  not  just  an¬ 
other  product  whose  consumption  may  be  freely  en- 
coimaged  without  harm  to  the  general  welfare  is 
recognized  already  by  prohibiting  sales  to  minors. 

Although  the  introduction  of  similar  bills  over  the  last 
nine  years  has  never  resulted  in  even  a  favorable  com¬ 
mittee  report,  they  have  kept  the  alcohol  industries 
under  continued  pressure  to  maintain  at  least  a  pretense 
of  consideration  of  general  welfare,  and  it  is  claimed 
have  prevented  TV  advertising  of  hard  liquors.  No 
further  hearings  are  scheduled,  nor  has  a  date  been  set 
for  Committee  disposition  of  the  bills. 
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